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This study was designed to ascertain a) the 
distribution of student teaching letter grades in 29 Iowa teacher 
education institutions from 1967-70; b) the predictive value of 
student teaching letter grades held by superintendents; and c) the 
preference of Iowa superintendents concerning the present j.ett3r 
grade and recommendation system versus the pass/fail system and 
written evaluation of the student teaching experience system. The 
data was gathered through questionnaires sent to each Iowa 
superintendent, the directors of student teaching at 29 teacher 
education institutions, and the direcxors of placement services at 
these institutions. Results revealed a) the distribution of letter 
grades was A-40%, B-50%# C-9%, and D-F-1%; b) Iowa superintendents 
attached a greater predictive value to the recommendation rather than 
the letter grade of the student teacher; and c) superintendents 
preferred the pass/fail system with a written evaluation rather than 
the present letter grade/recommendation system. (The implications of 
these results are discussed. Appendixes present the questionnaires 
used in the study along with forms for grade distribution and 
evaluation. An 11-item bibliography is also included.) (BEB) 
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I, INTRODUCTION 
Backer cmnd 

The preparation of teachers in Iowa colleges and universi- 
ties includes a period of internship, during which time the pros- 
pective teacher has an opportunity to function in a practical class- 
rocHTi setting. Actual •^student teaching** time may vary frc«n several 
weeks to a full semester or more, depending upon the existing situ- 
ations at the cooperating elementary or secondary school, and the 
policies of the college or university. Of all the specific catalog 
offerings of Colleges of Education, the. practice teaching experi- 
ence is generally held by its graduates to be the most important 
and helpfpl item in the teacher preparation program (Mason, 145). 
Students seem to endorse the "block plan of student teaching 
as the most valuable education course •" (Stiles, 188), 

This student teaching phase of a teacher education program has 
for years been marked in Iowa in the same manner as any academic 
offering. In 1963 1 Martin found that 23 of the 24 Iowa elementary 
teacher education institutions assigned letter grades for the 
student teaching experience (Martin, 149). One might conjecture 
that since student teaching is the closest approach in the college 
years to actual on-the-job performance, the letter grade assigned 
for this phase of the progrm should be a fairly reliable indicator 



ERIC 



2 

of the assignee's futxire success in teaching, and therefore would 
be of considerable assistance to employing superintendents. How- 
ever, Dr. Paul C, Pickett, of Upper Iowa College, has compiled 
teacher success studies over the past several years, in which 
superintendents' ratings of first year teachers have been corre- 
lated with the teachers' student teaching grades. His findings 
have prcanpted him to state, "It appears that student teaching 
grades are not very good predictors of ratings received in the first 
year of teaching," (Pickett, l). 

During this same period of time, especially in the Ivy League 
schools, there has developed a trend toward awarding a "pass" or 
"l*ail" mark in curricular offerings. It has been suggested in seme 
quarters that the student teaching experience lends itself most 
handily to this marking system (Armstrong, l) because of the large 
nmber of variables involved in the make-up of a teacher. In addi- 
tion, the advent of differentiated staffing in some school systems, 
because of its va3:ded job descriptions, makes it even more difficult 
to place a teacher in a category with a simple mark of "A** or "C". 

If the letter grade were abolished in favor of a pass /fail 
mark, the question arises as to what will serve as a distinguishing 
element between and among the student teachers. Proponents of the 
p*^.ss/fail marking procedure suggest that a discriminating instrument 
should accompany the pass/fail mark^, and that this should be in the 
form of a comprehensive written evaluation of the student teacher ^.s 
strengths and weaknesses in the areas of knowledge of . the subject, 
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ability to motivate groups and/or individuals, sxiccessful performance 
with different age groups and ethnic groups, attitude toward pro- 
fessional development, curriculum design, and professional and per- 
sonal relationships with fellow teachers. 

Heed for the Study 

Whenever a college faculty discusses the possibility of the 
installation of the pass/fail (P/F) system for inarking student 
teaching perforroance, the question inevitably arises concerning the 
acceptance by employing superintendents of this procedure - whether 
the college would in fact be placing their graduates in a position of 
disadvantage. Studies concerning this facet of superintendents' at- 
titudes are sparse, at best. 

The writer's conversations with experienced Iowa elementary and 
secondary school executives have indicated that on the whole, in their 
opinion, student teaching marking has been less than discriminating, 
and that a number of recommendations have been so general as to be 
of little use to an emplo3ring official* Again, studies which actually 
delineate the percentage of A*s, B's, C*s, etc# , awarded for the 
student teaching phase of teacher education are virtually non- 
existent* 

Objectives of the Study 
The study was designed with the following main objectives in 

mindt 

1. To ascertain the distribution of the student teaching 
grades of elementary and secondary student teachers in 



the 29 Iowa laacher education institutions for the past 
three years (I967-I968, I968-I969, 1969-1970). 
2. To ascertain the estimate held by Icwa employing 
superintendents concerning the nature of this distri- 
bution. 

3» To ascertain the predictive value (for future 
teacher success) attached to the present student 
teaching letter grades by Iwa employing superintend- 
ents, compared with the predictive value of the typical 
recommendation • 

^. To ascertain the preferences of Iowa employing 
superintendents concerning t 

a) the present grade and recommendation system 

b) pass /fail credit and a comprehensive written 
evaluation of the student teaching experience. 

(The years I967-I968, 1968-1969, and I969-I97O were chosen 
somewhat arbitrarily - compromising between the desirability of a 
large sample, and the ready availability of the grades themselves.) 

In addition, some sub-objectives of the study were: 

a) to ascertain the range of student teaching grade dis- 
tributions (most liberal assignment of A*s to least 
liberal) by college or university. 

b) to ascertain the contents of credentials forwarded by 
placement offices at the 29 Iowa teacher education 
institutions. 
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c) to discover the differences in attitudes, if any, 
existing among superintendents in various sizes of school 
systems concerning pass/fail grading of student teachers, 

d) to ascertain the present status of, and future plans for, 
the pass/fail student teaching grading system at the 
lowra teacher education lnstitutions# 
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II. REVIEW OF REUTED RESEARCH 

There is little research available directly related to the ob- 
jectives and sub-objectives of this study; nonot in fact, was found 
that was associated with a compilation of student teaching letter 
grade distributions. 

Superintendents' Attitudes Toward Pass /Fail 
For Student Teaching 

Predictors of Teacher Success 
Aven and Breazier^ at Tarkio (Missauri) College^ sent an 
inquiry form to two hundred Missouri superintendents - 6l«53^ i"®- 
sponse was obtained. Appraodanateiy three-fourths of these officials 
stated that the letter grade a person receives for student teaching 
does not indicate his future success as a teacher (Aven and 
Breazier, 4?). 

Pickett > at Upper Iowa College > runs follow-up studies on the 
graduates of his institution's teacher education program t in which 
he compares an individual's student teaching mark or grade with his 
superintendent's scale evaluation at the end of the first year of 
teaching. Coefficients of correlation (196^-1969) have ranged from 
+.585 in 196^1 to +.(yf in I968 (student teaching grade compared with 
on-the-job rating). He concludes that the method of ascertaining 
the student teaching gradB should be refined to improve its 

o 
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predictability (Pickett, l). 

Bias or Pi^ejudice When Employing 
kven and Breazier included a saiaple written evaluation in 
their questionnaire, and asked the Missouri superintendents what 
their "reaction would be if , in reading fii set of credentials, they 
found that the person did not receive a letter grade for student 
teaching, but in its place a pass credit with descriptive evalua- 
tion." If a choice were to be made between two candidates for a 
position, where one had receivt^d a pass credit and the other had 
received a letter grade for student teaching, 98«^/^ of the officials 
said they would judge both prospects solely on their credentials 
and a personal interview, and then make their selection of tiie one 
best suited for the position* Only It 6^ of the superintendents 
said they would automatically elitidnate the perscm with pass credit 
without fuirther consideration. 

Eighty-one per cent stated that a written evaluation (of the 
sample's caliber) accc»npanying the pass credit would proTd.de enough 
pertinent information so as to make a letter grade unnecessary (Aven 
and Breazier, ^7). 

Iowa State University conducted a survey during the 1969-1970 aca- 
demic year of al]. 29 teacher edueation institutions in Iowa, and 
noted that no adverse feedback from employing superintendents had 
reached the colleges awarding a pass/fail grade for student teach- 
ing (Iowa State ^ 3). 
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The reactions of school administrators to non-conventional 
evaluation of student teachers were also measured by Armstrong, at 
the Center for Educational Research at Salem (Massachusetts) State 
College, Thirty- two of his sample of thirty -five superintendents 
reported a favorable reaction to a "pass" (or other non-conventional) 
grade g Three reported a neutral reaction, while none felt hostile 
toward this evaluation procedure (Airostrong, 8). 

Armstr^i-^.g also contacted a sample of teacher education insti- 
tutions across the country and asked if their pass/fail graduates 
had experienced difficulty in obtaining teaching positions. Not one 
of his sample reported any problems in this area (Armstrong, H), 

Value of Pass Credit (With Written Evaluation) System 
Avan and Breazier also foxrnd that 39?^ of the Missouri superin- 
tendents felt that a pass credit and written evaluation were more 
valuable than a letter grade only. The pass credit with written 
evaluation was considered by 30^ of the employing officials to be as 
valuable as a letter grade and a written evaluation. Seventeen per 
cent felt that a letter grade and a written evaluation would be more 
valuable than a pass credit and a written evaluation (Aven and 
Breazier, 47 )• 

Grading Poacates 
Nationwide 

Armstrong's study of 93 teacher education institutions (nation- 
wide) found that 6l% used a conventional marking scale for student 
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teaching (Armstrong, 12), Variations of the non-conventional 
systems included pass/fail, credit/fail, satisfactory/unsatisfactory, 
honor/pass/unsatisfactoryi 

Iowa 

Martin in I963 studied the overall off -campus elementary stu- 
dent teaching situation in Icwa in considerable detail. Among his 
findings was the fact that one of the twenty-four elementary 
teacher training institutions \xsed a rating scale completed by the 
supervising teacher and college supervisor, rather than a letter 
grade. The student teacher was then recorded as either successfully 
or imsuccessfully completing the student teaching experience 
(Martin, I50). 

Iowa State's survey in 1969-1970 indicated that 5 out of the 
29 state institutions are now on the pass /fail system for student 
teachers (Iowa State, l). 

Letter Grade Distributions 
Martin noted that all the diirectors of student teaching in 
institutions awarding letter grades for the student teaching ex- 
perience related that the letter grade B was the most common grade 
assigned. Ei^t directors said more marks of A were assigned than 
marks of C; five dii^ctors considered the mark of C to be a poor 
grade. Two directors reported more letter grades of C were awarded 
than of A - but that a letter grade of B usually was assigned 
(Martin, I50). 

ERIC 
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Attitu/des of Stiadent Teachers 
Aven, in a follow-up study of the 19^8 graduates of Tarkio 
(IfiLssouri) College's teacher education program, included some in- 
formation on graduates' attitudes toward the pass /fail marking 
system for student teachingt (Tarkio had used a pass/fail grade 
with a comprehensive written evaluation that year). Of these 33 
first year teachers, 66^ preferred pass /fail as a type of evalua- 
tion over a letter grade. Women indicated in 58$^ of the cases that 
knowing they would receive a pass/fail evaluation decreased anxiety. 
Of the men, 86^ stated that knowing they would receive a pass/fail 
evaluation did not decrease the anxiety factor. However, 715^ of the 
men stated that knowing that they would receive a pass/fail evalua- 
tion allowed them to undertake meaningful activities rather than 
just working for a grade (Avent 11), 

The foiroer students were then asked, "What valties do you see 
for receiving a pass or fail credit for strident teaching instead of 
a letter grade?" The females answered the question in the following 
manner i 

Less pressure (12) 

No prejudice on part of teacher (2) 

Allows more creativity (2) 

Student teaching should not require an 

extrinsic reward (2) 
Allows more interest in teaching and less 

in trying to earn a grade (2) 

Males answered tlie above question as follows: 

It is difficult to determine an accurate 

letter grade for student teaching (5) 
Less pressure (4) 

Allows person to concentrate on teaching (2) 

O 
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Summary of Volunteered Comments froan Iowa 
State University's Survey 

Iowa State's survey encouraged open-^nded comments frcm the 

Iowa teacher education institutions • Some of the more illuminating 

ones are listed below j 

A number of students concentrated on obtaining a "good 
grade" that would qwlify them for a certain position, 
rather than a free --wheeling exploration of all facets of what 
teaching could or should be like. 

A positive reaction to pass/fail. However, scane have wished 
that they could have this count toward raising xheir 
gradepoint* 

Many students feel that degree of competency cannot be 
expressed adequately by a pass/fail grade* 

A written evaluation is far more elucidating to a 
prospective employer and tells a lot more about the 
student than a letter grade can* 

Superintendents state that the written recommendations 
are far more 37evealing than a letter grade* 

The inconsistency never ceases to amaze me* 

The importance in evaluating student teaching lies in 
assessing strengths and weaknesses* These do not really 
appear in a mere JLetter grade* A student may not do as well 
in another situation* It is difficult to assess a student 
honestly, realistically, and in such a way to give maximum 
feedback to a school superintendent* A spelling out of 
strengths and weaknesses, potential, etc*, of a student 
teacher's performance is more telling than a mere letter 
grade* Besides, the letter grade evaluation seems to have 
gotten out of "nand* 

Pass /fail avoids artificial elevation of the gradepoint* 
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III. PROCEDURE 
Introduction 

All data were gathered viA questionnaires, sent to each 
Iowa superintendent, each Director of Student Teaching at the 
twenty-nine teacher education institutions, and to each Director 
of Placement Services at the institutions. Every attanpt was made 
to simplify the correspondence, and to enhance the probability of 
return by pre-stamping the questionnaires or enclosing stamped 
self -addressed envelopes. 

The Superintendents' Questionnaire 
The instrument used to obtain the emplojring superintendents' 
opinions and attitudes concerning the student teaching .grading 
system, and their acceptance of a ccjanprehensive written evaluation 
of the student teaching experience with a pass/fail grade, was de- 
signed as a one-page questionnaire (Appendix C), The questioimaire 
was mailed with a cover letter (Appendix A) and a siample widtten 
evaluation (Appendix B) to all k53 superintendents of schools in the 
State of Iowa# The cover letter was addressed to each superintendent 
by name, the writer personally signed each letter, and the endorse- 
ment of the director of Secondary Teacher Education at the tfeiversity 
of Iowa was noted* 

To facilitate ease of response, each questionnaire was designed 
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to be used as a mailer - the researcher's address was typed on the 
back, the return address of the school district was imprinted, and 
a postage stamp was affixed to each questionnaire. It was con- 
jectured that this arrangement, in tandem with the fact that the 
questionnaire was one page in length, would maximize the percentage 
of retvim. The source for data concerning the various school dis- 
tricts was the Iowa Educational Directory. 1969-1970 School Year , 
published by the State Department of Public Instruction. Mailings 
occurred in May of 1970. 

The questionnaire itself initially asked the respondents to 
select from several alternative hypothetical distributions the one 
that most nearly approximated their estimate of the distribution 
of student teaching letter grades over the past three years. This 
estimate naturally would have to be based upon either their experi- 
ence in handling teacher credentials and transcripts, or on their 
assumptions concerning this distribution. The question was designed 
to ascertain the assumed distribution of gi*ades, and also to identify 
those who held erroneous views concerning the actual distribution. 

The second, third, and fourth questions were again of a general 
nature. Respondents were asked to classify the student teaching 
mark as "reliable," "of some value," or "of little value" in the 
prediction of future teacher success. The same responses were again 
offered as choices for the "predictive value (for future teacher 
success) of the typical recommendation." Respondents were then 
asked to §^ve their opinion concerning the more reliable predictor 



14 

of teacher success, the grade or the r»*eccanmendationt (The phrase 
"typical recoraiuendation'' was continually employed to distinguish, 
if appropriate, oetween the sample written evaluation (Appendix B) 
and the type of recommendation that is t3rpically encounteredf ) 

Thus, the first four questions were set up to elicit superin- 
tendents' responses concerning the existing general state of affairs 
in regard to the stvdent teaching letter grade^ The fifth and 
sixth questions were based upon the hypothetical situation wherein 
a "pass" credit had been awarded "for student teaching in lieu of a 
letter grade, and that a written evaluation of the type enclosed 
was received as part of the credentials*" In question five, re- 
spondents were asked to make value judgments ccmparing the worth of 
this procedure with: (a) the worth of a letter grade and typical 
recoramendation, and with (b) the value of a letter grade onlyt In 
addition, an opportunity was afforded those who vehemently opposed 
the pass/fail system to register their opposition by choosing the 
response "automatically eliminate this prospective teacher from 
further consideration." 

The only real reason for question five was to put the respond- 
ents in a frame of mind in which they would actually consider che 
value of a letter grade in student teaching from several viewpoints • 
Question six, on the other hand, was the focal point of the entire 
questionnaire. Here, both the preference for a marking and reporting 
system, and the starength of that preference, could be registered. Re- 
spondents were asked to check the foil that most nearly represented 
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their opinion! 

I stropggly prefer the present grade and reconnnendation 

system 

I prefer the present grade and recdnmendation system 

I strongly prefer pass /fail credit and a written 

eval\xation of the type enclosed 

I prefer pass /fail credit and a written evaluation 

of the t3rpe enclosed 

I have no preference 

The position or title of the person completing the form was then 

requested. 

With the foregoing information, it would be possible to 
stratify responses to qiaestions by sisse of school enrollment (hence 
probable amount of eocperience with beginning teacher applications), 
and by response to the first question on grade distribution (if the 
individual held the opinion that the grade is much more discriminating 
than is actually the case, less credence would be attached to his 
preference on c uestion six. ) In other words , if a superintendent 
thought that the letter grade for student teaching told him more 
about a teacher candidate than it actually did, his rejection of 
pass/fail credit could very well be based on erroneous assximptions. 

The Colleges' Questionnaire 
Correspondence with the twenty-nine teacher education institu- 
tions in Iowa included an individual cover letter for each college or 
university which described the research project (Appendix D), one form 
which asked for infozmation on the grade or pass /fail status and 
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nmber of teachers grad\iated (Appendix E)^ and a form which could be 
used to report the distribution of letter grades over the past three 
years (Appendix F)» The latter form was designed to accoanmodate 
either single -grade or double-grade reporting systems (some institu- 
tions give a double grade such as A/B in order to more finely dis- 
tinguish between candidates^ or to denote a difference in quality 
of teaching in two different subjects or age groups). A stamped, 
self -addressed envelope was also provided for convenience of reply. 
In addition t a copy of the material sent to each superintendent in 
the state (Appendices A, B, and C) was included for infonnation 
purposes* 

It was decided that a f ollow-iq) attempt would be made on the 
matters of number of teachers graduated and the status of grading 
systems, but not on the actual forwarding of grades. 

The Placement Offices* Questionnaire 
In order to cast additional li^t upon the amount of Information 
available to an employing official, it was desired to determine the 
nature of the credantials forwarded by the Iowa teacher education 
^ institutions* A questionnaire (Appendix G) was sent which listed 
these choicest 

1. This institution forwards recommendations, and a listing 
of all course work with grades. 

2o This institution does astt forward grades in courses, but 
a list of courses taken, and recommendations. 

3. This institution only forwards recoomendations • 

'f. Other (please specify). 
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The number of irecomraendations nomally forwarded was requested, as 
well as ir^formation as to the originators of these recommendations • 
Again, the questionnaire was self -addressed on the back and pre- 
staaped so that it could searro as a miler. 

Treatment of Data 

The Superintendents' Questionnaire Responses 
Each response to the superintendents' questionnaire was re- 
corded as the returns arrived, along with the size of the school en- 
roUment, and the position of the person completing the formt Re- 
sponses were summed for the entire sample, then the sample was broken 
down by size of school enrollments Five enrollment categories were 
chosen: 0-^99 students, 500-999 students, 1000-1999 students, 
2000-3999 students, i^OOO students and larger. Data were again tabu- 
lated in order to possibly draw conclusions concerning effects of 
school size upon superintendents* opinions* 

The sample was once again brokan down by the response to the 
first question (the opinion held as to an estimate of the distribu- 
tion of student teaching grades)* Tabulation of data produced another 
set of opinions that could be examined for vaz*iation, and trends, and 
which co\ild be matched with the actual distribution of student teach- 
ing letter grades received from the colleges and universiti^is* 

Question 6, which asked for a preference on grading systems, and 
also asked for strength of preference, was treated as a dichotomous 
question after initial tabulation. That is, "no preference" choices 
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were ignored, and " strongly prefer" and "prefer" were treated as one 
type of response, in order to conclude the actual preference of the 
superintendents. 

The Colleges* Questionnaire Responses 
Data from the colleges and imlversities were tabulated just as they 
were submitted. The fact that some institutions assigned one letter 
grade to each student and others assigned two grades presented a 
special problem, which was dealt with in the following manner: 
single grades were first compared among themselves, as were the 
double grades. Then, a conversion was made to single grades, treat- 
ing B/C grades, for ecx:ample, as one-half Bp one-half C. Finally, 
all the grades were tabulated as single grades, with percentages on 
the overall distribution of student teaching grades being derived 
from this arrangement, of data. 

Write-in Responses 
Write-in responses were not converted to a "similar" question- 
naire choice. Rather, these replies were treated as selections in 
themselves > and cl..ssified accordingly. 
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IV. FIMDINGS 

Superintendents' Response 
Of the ^153 Iowa school districts t 363 responded to the super- 
intendents' questionnaire t or 80,15&, The range of response per- 
centage in the five selected classifications of schools by enroll- 
ment varied from a low of 78.0^ (1000-1999 enrollment) to a high of 
88,0?& (2000-3999 enrollment). This was considered to be an ex- 
cellent result Both from the standpoint of the size of the sample , 
and from the evenness of response among the different categories. 
The tabulation of response by slp;e of elementary and secondary 
school enrollment is given in Table 1» 

Overall Results from Superintendents' Questionnaire 

Estimations of Grade Distributions 
Of the 363 responding employing superintendents ^ ^1 or llt3^ 
thought that the student teaching grade distribution would be 
1056 A, 203& 4056 203S 1036 F, The choice most often selected 
was 305? 6058 5SS 3^ 25S which was chosen by 126 of- 
ficials, or 3^.7?2. The total results are listed in Table 2. 

Predictive Value of Letter Gr^es and Reccamnendations 
Only 14«032 thought that the letter grade was a reliable pre- 
dictor for future teacher success, while 31t2^ thought the recom- 
mendation was reliable. "Of little value" for the grade was 
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Table 1 

RESPONSE TO SUPERINTENEENTS' QUESTICaJNAIRE 
BY ENROLIMKT OF DISTRICT 



Breakdown by sliae of enrollaient * 

Enrollment Number of Number Per cent 

districts responding response 



0- 499 116 91 78.5^ 

500- 999 180 1^*3 79.5^ 

1000-1999 86 67 78.0^ 

2000-3999 50 ^ 88,0^ 

4000 and 21 18 85.7^ 
larger 

Total 453 363 80.1^ 
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chosen by 12»^5^; only 3S^ made this choice concerning the recoinmenda- 
tion, (See Table 3). It appears that the letter grade holds up rather 
poorly next to the typical recommendation. 

It was ascertained that 86c 85S of the officials thought the 
recommendation was more reliable as a predictor than the letter 
grade* 

Preferences Between P/F, and the Letter Grade 
As depicted in Table 4, 50»45f of the respondents felt that the 
pass credit and written evaluation combination was more valui^ble 
than the letter grade "and recommendation system, and only 14.35^ 
thought it was less valuable • There was little question as to the 
value of the pass credit and written evaluation combination over the 
letter grade only (68.956). Only 3 of the 363 superintendents would 
have "automatically eliminated the prospective teacher from further 
consideration" if the teacher's degree was received from an institu- 
tion that gave a pass credit for student teaching. At this point 
it may be said that a hostile attitude toward the pass/fail system 
described in this study certainly is not readily discernible, if 
it indeed exists* 

Table 5 describes the preferences selected on question 6 - 
between the present letter grade and recommendation system, and 
pass credit and a written evaluation of the type attached as Ap- 
pendijc B. Only 8 •5^ st;ropgly preferred the letter grade system, 
while 26.^ strongly preferred the pass credit system described 
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herein, A "preference" for the letter grade system was indicated 
by while 35^6^ preferred the pass credit and evalmtion. 

7»^^ were neutral on the matter t 

When the " stronply prefer" and "prefer" choices were combined 
("no preference" and write-ins being ignored), 32 #6^ desired the 
present letter grade and recoraraendatlon system, while (fj A$ preferred 
the pass /fail system and a written evaluation of the type enclosed 
with the questionnaire » (These results are shown in Table 6), 

It would be well to continoially emphasize that the choice 
offered in this study was not merely a "grade" or "pass/fail" 
choice. The choice was "grade and typical recommendation" or 
"pass credit and a written evaluation of the type enclosed" (Ap- 
pendix B). 

Results from Superintendents' Questionnaire 
When Sjge School Enrollment is Considered 

J 

Estimations of Letter Grade Distributions 
When the sample responses were stratified into five cate- 
gories of school enrollJttent (0-499, 500-999f 1000-1999f 2000-3999f 
4000 and larger), the most noticeable result was that the superin- 
tendents of the smaller schools tended to lean more toward a bell- 
shaped distribution (I7i6?2) of student teaching grades than did the 
employing officials of the larger schools (see Table ?). The most 
popular choice in all categories was the 30-60-5-3-2 per cent dis- 
tribution, for the letter grades of A-B-C-D-F, respectively. 
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Predictive Values of Gfrades and of Recoraraendations 
As shown in Table 8, a greater percentage of officials from 
all sizes of schools except the largest selected the recommenda- 
tion as being "reliable" as a predictor, than selected the letter 
grade as "reliable." Officials in the largest districts showed a 
one -third choice of "reliable" for both the grade, and for the 
recoanraendation. The vote of least confidence in the letter grade 
came frcHn the small schools - chose "reliable" to describe the 

grade's predictability for future teacher success. In general, the 
trend remains evident toward the reconmiendation as a better pre- 
dictor of teacher success." 

When a forced choice was made between the letter grade and 
the recommendation as to their reliability as a predictor, the 
results showed an overwhelming selection of the recommendation. In 
addition, for four groupings, the percentages were practically the 
same. The grouping of "^000 and larger" was not in the same pro- 
portion as the other four (66.7?^ compared to 885^) in its choice, 
but still selected the recommendation by 66.7?K to 22. 2?^ (see 
Table 9). It would be well to note that this sample size is 18, 
the smallest of the five. 

Preferences Between P/F, and the letter Grade 
No apparent trends (by size of school enroUinent) are notice- 
able in responses to question 5 (see Table lO), except that the 2000- 
3999 enrollment group has a much smaller percentage taking an "as 
valuable" position on the grade and recommendation system compared 
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with the pass credit and evaluation (the highest percentages 
occur at each extreme)* 

On question 6, concerning the preference of the pass/fail 
system over the letter grade system, the highest percentage 
(36*4^) strongly preferring pass credit came from the 2000-3999 
class (Table ll). The lowest percentage with this choice is 
11#1^ (4000 and larger class). It appears that officials in the 
0-^99 class have the least preference for the letter grade system. 

The largest percentage of "no p:reference" responses ap- 
peared in the 4000 and larger column. Recall that this is the 
smallest sample; it was noted that this category of school has 
the greatest percentage of assistant superintendents and personnel 
directors completing the questionnaire. In these large districts, 
the question might arise as to how much follow-up information the 
employing official may have on a new teacher's performance 

When the choices are ccsnbined (" strongly prefer" and "prefer**) 
on this last question (see T« ^le 12), the preference for pass credit 
and the written evaluation is strongest in the smallest schools 
at 74.^, and decreases to a low of 57*2^ in the largest districts. 
However, all five groups preferred the pass credit system described 
over the letter grade and recommendation. 

" Besults from Superintendents* Quesionnaire When Estimation of 
Student Teaching Grade Distributions is Considere d 

Predictive Values of Letter Grades and Recommendations 
When the responses are classified into six groups by the opinions 
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held concerning the nature of the student teaching grade distribu- 
tion (or by response to question l), the "predictive value" choices 
more or less confoim to a consistent jjattem (Table I3). The 
Icwest percentage pointing to the letter grade as reliable (lit 5^) 
appears in the column of the highest percent A's estimate (most 
liberal) of the letter grade distribution. Accordingly, the 
highest joercentage (19.25^) choosing "of little value" for the 
letter grade as a predictor of teacher success appears in the same 
column, and the greatest stock in the recommendation is placed 
by those checking the same 55"^0'^"1 percent grade (A-B-C-D) letter 
distribution (^2.3?2» ) 

No one in the 50-^5-^-1 class thought the letter grade was 
reliable. In all cases, the letter grade received a lesser vote 
of confidence than did the recommendation. 

As would be expected concerning a choice of greater relia- 
bility, those picking the bell- shaped distribution leaned more 
toward the letter grade than did their colleagues (Table 14), but 
still overwhelmingly selected the recommendation as the more re- 
liable predictor of teacher success (75.75^ to 21. 9?^). Of those se- 
lecting the most liberal letter grade distribution, not one thought 
the grade more reliable. 

Preferences Between P/F, and the Letter Grade 
As the estimate of grading distidbutions becomes more top- 
heavy (see Table I5), responses to question 5 follow the general 
trend toward an increasing dependence on the recommendation. 
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As for preferences between the pass credit system and the 
letter grading system (Table 16), a general consistency still 
prevails - the more the respondent thinks tl:ie letter grade is 
worth, the less he is inclined to prefer pass/fail. But still 
*'pass credit and a written evaltiation" is the choice in all sjbc 
categories! 

The combined responses (Table 17) range frwn a low of 55»3?^ 
for the pass/fail system (bell-shaped letter grade distribution 
estimate), to a high of 87»0^ for the pass /fail system from the 
most liberal estimators of the letter grade distribution. 

It can be said that this stratification of responses has 
demonstrated an overall consistency in thinking among individiial 
respondents; that is, the questionnaires most likely were not 
hastily completedo 

DlstrjLbution of Student Teaching Grades 
A total of 15 of the 29 Iowa teacher education institutions 
replied to their cori^spondence (Appendices D, E, and F). Over 
8000 former student teachers from the past three years comprised the 
sample, some receiving a single letter grade, others receiving 
two letter grades for their student teaching experience. 

The 29 institutions graduated over 15,000 student teacliers in 
Uie past three years, with over 12,000 i^ceiving letter grades for 
student teaching. This gave a saiaple which comprised 63.8/S of the 
letter grades awarded (see Table 18). 



ERIC 



EH 



1^ 



00 

• 


• 


• 


00 
• 

o 


• 

H 
H 




* 

o 
o 

H 


H 








rr\ 

f \ 




vO 


• 


• 


• 

o 


• 






• 

O 

o 

H 


H 












CVJ 
CVJ 


O 








^!^^. 


• 


• 


• 




m 

H 

CSJ 


• 

H 


• 


H 


o 
o 

H 




ON 

H 


vO 
H 


iH 




H 


VO 




00 








00 

• 


• 


• 


• 

CM 


• 

00 
CN2 




• 


o 


o 
o 

H 




O 


vO 




OS 


H 


VO 




00 




NO 






• 


H 


• 

H 


• 

H 








o 
o 

H 


Pi 


00 


ON 








00 
VO 














• 


• 

H 




• 

H 

ca 


• 

On 
CVi 


• 




o 
o 
H 




o 

H 


OS 




CO 




5 




C 

t 

o 

^25 



ts o 

H 
© > 

* 5 



t 

'd 

•H 
(0 

§ 

o 

-p 

o 

§ 

I 

u 
-p 

(0 

'd 
0 



§ 

CO 

O 4^ 
C O 

= 5 

VO © 
H W 



1 



ERIC 



i^2 



O 



I 

o 



o 



o 



I 

I CVJ 
O I 

\ 

o 



I 

o 

O I 

I 

o 



o 

CVl 

o 

H 



o 

rH 
I 

O 
CM 



Q> 

C 
O 
Pi 



so 



00 



• 

H 



CM 
CM 



CM 
O 



CM 
• 



ON 




4^ 
O 



(0 



00 



o 

CM 



^8 



00 

ON 

vO 



00 



00 

CM 

VO 



CM 



CM 







• 

o 




o 

H 






en 

4- 






CD 




o 

H 




CM 








• 

o 




o 
H 




CJN 
NO 








• 

o 




o 
H 




NO 

P 


o 

H 
+ 






* 

o 




o 

1 

ri 












a 

o 




o 
H 




CO 




+ 

if 
* 



u 

•H 



'5 

p 

O 



I 

o 

c 
o 

H H 

^ s 



NO 
CM 



nO 



00 



o 

O M 

O Q) 

o to 



§ 

+3 



o 

4^ 
O 

to 
C 

o 



W 4^ 



:3 



O 0) 
03 



§5 

o p« 
o o 



H CM 

■X- 



g 



ERIC 



^^3 



Table 18 

PER CENT OF STUDENT TEACHING GRADES REPORTED 



Number of Student Teachers in I967-I968, I968-I969, 

I969-1970J 15,378* 



Number Receiving Letter Grades for Student Teaching: 12,569* 
Letter Grades Reported s 8,015 
Per Cent of Grades Reported: 63,8% 



♦Approximate, since some institution?! not forwarding the grades 
estimated their graduate numbers when contacted by telephone. 
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distribution of Single Letter Grades 
Eleven institutions reported the letter grades of 3113 student 
teachers (7 had received a "pass" grade or credit because of 
special administrative arrangements )♦ The distribution is listed 
in Table 19» The letter grade of "A" was awarded to 49^6 of the 
student teachers, while 5/^ received a "C", 

Distribution of Double Letter Grades 
Four institutions reported the double letter grades awarded 
to each of ^909 student teachers (see Table 20). The double letter 
grade of A/B comprised 32»7/^ of the distribution, the highest per- 
centage. Only" ^.95^ were "C/C'\ 49. 3?^ received either A/A or A/B 
grades, and 80.23S received B/B or above. (The withdrawal grades 
were treated separately - it should be noted that these students 
would most likely have received a D or F grade had they continued 
in student teaching.) 

Distribution of Double Letter Grades after Conversion 
to a Single Letter Grade Scale 

The double letter grades were converted by counting half of 

their niaaber as the upper grade, and half as the lower grade. For 

example, A/B*s would be converted to 21 A* s, 21 B*s. Table 20, 

after conversion, is listed as Table 21 # It should be noted that 

this conversion procedure mi^t not be entirely suitable, since a 

finer scale is what these institutions really were after when 

adopting the double letter grade. However, it seemed as practical 

ERIC 
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Table 19 

DISTRIBUTION OF STUEENT TEACHINr, GRAINS AWARIED Bl EIEVEN 
IOWA TEA.CHER EDUCATION INSTITUT '.ONS GIVING SINGIE UTTTER 
GRATES DURING THE ACAIEMIC YE/lRS OF 
1967-1968, 1968-1969, 1969-1970 



Grade 


Number Awarded 


Per Cent 


A 


1521 




B 


1^23 




C 


15^ 


5.0^ 


D 


7 










F 


I 


100. 056 




3106 
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Table 20 



DISTRIBUTION OF STUIENT TEACHING GRATES AWARIED BY FOUR IOWA 
TEACHER EDUCATION INSTITUTIONS GIVING DOUBI£ GRAZES 
DURING THE ACAIEHIC YEARS OF 
1967-1968, 1968-1969, 1969-1970 





MiivnV^Aw Aim 




A/A 


812 


16.655 


A/B 


1596 


32.75^ 


B/B 


1512 


30.955 


B/C 


67^ 


13. 8^^ 


C/C 


2^0 




C/D 


27 


0.656 


D/D 


9 


0.25^ 


D/F 


1 




F/F 


1 








0.3^ 


A/C 


9 




B/D 


2 






it883 


100. 05^ 


W (withdrawal) 


26 






it909 
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Table 21 

DISTRIBUTION OF DOUBIE STUDENT TEACHING GRAEES REPORTED BY 
FOUR INSTITUTIONS AFTER C(»JVERSION FROM DOUBIE 
TO SINGLE GRADING SCAIE* 



Years J I967-I968, I968-I969, 1969-1970 



Grade 


Number 


Per Cent 


A 


I6l4 


33. 15^ 


B 


2648 


54.2^ 


C 


596 


12. 2^^ 


D 


23 


0.55^ 


F 


2 






4883 


100. 05^ 


W 


26 
4909 





* A/B was treated as one-half A, one-half B, etc. 
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as any other method for making comparisons. 

Total Combined Distribution of all Letter Grades 
Infomation from Tables 19 and 21 was combined to obtain 
the totals reported in Table 22 • The 15 institutions, with 8015 
student teachers, registered 39,35^ A's, 50,95^ B's, and C"s, 
(Referring to Table 1?, this distribution falls betwaen columns 3 
and 4» These respondents selected pass credit over the letter grade 
system by almost 7 to 3)» 

Extremes in Institutional Grading Distributions 
The most liberal institution (pertaining to grading policies 
for student teaching) awarded 69. A*s (see Table 23) and 28,2^ 
B's. The least liberal institution assigned 31»6^ A*s and 

Status of Pass /Fail Policies 

As of 1 May 1970, 5 of the 29 teacher education institutions 
were awarding a "pass" or "fail" mark for student teaching, which 
affected approKimately 1020 students each year (see Table 24). 
Twenty-four awarded letter grades to approocimately 4180 student 
teachers per year. 

As for future plans, two institutions wi.ll install pass/ 
fail student teaching marking procedures in September of 1970, 
This will encompass the professional trairdng of approximately 
1340 student teachers each jrear. In September of 1971f another 
institution will also award a "pass" or "fail" mark affecting 
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Table 22 

TOm DISTRIBUTION OF STUDENT TEACHING GRACES IN FIFTEEN 
INSTITUTIONS AFTER CONVERSION FROM DOUBIE TO SINGI£ GRADING SCAI£ 



Years 1 I967-I968, I968-I969, 1969-1970 



Grade Nxunber Per Cent 

A 3135 39.3^ 

B 4071 50.95^ 

c 750 9M 

D 30 0A1l> 
F 3 

7989 100. 0^^ 
W 26 

8OI5 
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Table 23 

DISTRIBUTIONS OF STUDENT TEACHING GR^EES IN THE INSTITUTIONS 
AWARDING THE HIGHEST PERCENTAGE OF "A" GRADES, 
AND THE LOWEST PERCENTAGE OF "A" GRATES* 



Range 



Grade 


Per Cent 


Per Cent 


A 


69.^5^ 


31.6^ 


B 


28.25^ 


6^,0^ 


C 


2M 




D 






F 








100, 05S 


100. 



* Includes conversion (A/B covmted as one-half A, one-half 
B, etc.) 
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Table 2^ 

STATUS OF STUEENT TEACHING MARKING POLICIES IN 
THE TWENTY-NINE IOWA TE&GiER EDUCATION INSTITUTIONS 



Award Pass /Fail 
Award Letter Grades 



Status as of 1 May 1970 

Number of 
Institutions 

5 



Approximate Number 
c- Students Affected 

1020 per year 

^180 per year 



Will award Pass /Fail 
Sept. 1970 

Will award Pass /Fail 
Sept. 1971 



Futu3?e Plans 

Number of 
Institutions 



Approximate Number 
of Students Affected 



1340 per year 
650 per year 



1 
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approximately 65O student teachers per year. 

Contents of Teacher Credentials 
The placement offices of the 29 institutions reported the 
nature of the materials noriiially forwarded as credentials. The 
results are listed as Table 25, Only 7 include the letter grades 
earned by stiidents, and 3 do not even forward lists of courses com- 
pleted. In the latter cases, a s'ummary is sent, e,g, , "32 hours of 
English," The most common response was "recommendations, and a 
list of courses taken." 
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Table 25 



CONTENTS OF NEW TEACHER CREDENTIALS FOaiAREED BY THE 
PLACEMENT OFFICES OF THE TWENTY-NIl^E ICWA TEACHER 
EDUCATION INSTITUTIONS 



Contents Nygnber of Institutions 

Recoramendations 

List of courses taken 

Grades in courses 7 
Reconmiendations 

List of courses taken 19 

Recdnmendations oiily 0 

Reconxtnendations 

Summary (grouped by hours 

in a subject area) of courses 

taken 3 

29 
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V. SUMMIRI, CONCLUSIONS, MD IMPLICATIONS 

It should again be emphasized that "written evaluation" refers 
to an eval;2ation of the type enclosed with the superintendents* 
questionnaire (Appendix B). 

Suramary 

The student teaching experience presents the prospective 
teacher with an opportunity to function in a sitt^ation closely 
related to an actual day-to'-day classroom setting. It is generally 
accepted to be the most valuable offering in the teacher prepara- 
tion programe Most institutions have awarded a letter mark for 
student teaching, just as for any conventional course. Experi- 
ences of employing officials, and sopne research, have shown that 
the correlation between the letter grade or mark received for 
student teaching, and actual teaching success, has been low. In 
particular, a study at Tarkio (Missouri) College has shown that 
superintendents have low regard for the student teaching letter 
grade as a predictor of future teacher success. 

Moreover, some indications pointed to the possibility that 
the assignment of student teaching marks had gotten out of handj 
i.e., most of the marks awarded seemed to be "A" or "B" letter 

grades • Unfortunately, no research has been available to either 
support this contention, or disprove it. 
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In some colleges and tmiversities^ letter grades for coxrrses 
have been abolished in favor of a pass /fail system. It has been 
argued that student teaching lends itself most readily to this 
type of evaluation, and that a comprehensive written evaluation 
of the teacher's performance should be the discriminating instru- 
ment among student teachers. However, the question has arisen as 
to how this procedure would be received by employing superintend- 
ents - whether a teacher with a pass credit in student teaching 
(ra'cher than a letter grade) wo\ild be in a position of disadvantage 
concerning employmentt Although it has been shown that Missouri 
superintendents would not be prejudiced against this procedure, no 
studies were available concerning the opinions of Iowa superin- 
tendents. 

Accordingly, th-^ main objectives of this study were: 

1» To ascertain the distribution of the student teaching 
letter grades in the 29 Iowa teacher education insti- 
tutions for the years 1967-1968, 1968-1969^ and I969- 
1970. 

2. To ascertain the estimate held by Iowa employing super- 
intendents concerning the nature of this dis#;ribution. 

3. To ascertain the predictive value (for futlure teacher 
success) attached to the student teaching letter grades 
by the Iowa employing superintendents, compared with the 
predictive value of the typical recommendation, 

4. To ascertain the preferences of lowra employing super- 
intendents concerning t 

a) the present letter grade and recojnmendation system 

b) the pass /fail system and a comprehensive written 
evaluation of the student teaching experience. 

Sane sub-objectives of the study were : 
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a) to ascertain the range of student teaching letter grade 
distributions by institutiont 

b) to ascertain the contents of credentials forwarded by 
placement offices of teacher education institutions in 
lowat 

c) to discover if size of school enrolliaent would have any 
effect on superintendents' attitudes concerning pass/ 
fail grading of student teachers, 

d) to ascertain the present status of, and futtire plans 
for, the pass/fail student teaching grading system 
at the 29 Iowa teacher education institutions* 

The superintendents' opinions and preferences were obtained 

by the yxse of a questionnaire (Appendix CX which sou^t responses 

concerning the estimated student teaching letter grade distribu- 

tion, preferences between recornmendations and letter grades, and 

a p^•eference between the letter grade with recoimriendation system 

and the pass /fail system with a comprehensive written evaluation 

of the student teaching experience • A sample written evaluation 

was enclosed. 

The participating colleges i*eported their student teaching 
grades and pass/fail status via questionnaire! the placement 
offices also reported via questionnaire. 

^^ore than 805^ of the Iowa superintendents responded. Over 
10?? of them believed that the distribution of student teaching 
grades is rou^ly bell-shaped? the largest percentage (3^.75^) 
thou^t a 30^ A, 605^ B, 55? C, 35? D, 25? F cU.stribution wfts closest 
to the actual recent distribution of student teaching letter 
grades. The majority (86.8^) believed that the reccamiiendation 
was a better predictor of future teacher success than the student 
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teaching letter grade. 

About half of these Iowa superintendents thought the pass 
credit and written evaluation combination was more valuable than 
the letter grade and recommendation, and regardless of size of 
school enrollment, superintendents preferred the pass credit and 
written evaluation canbinationt Officials in smaller schools 
had a tendency to prefer the pass credit and written evaluation 
combination by a slif' tly greater percentage than officials in 
larger schools. 

There was a consistent stratification of. responses of super- 
intendents by estimation of the distribution of student teaching 
letter grades. That is to say, the more top-heavy the estimated 
distribution of student teaching letter grades, the less confi- 
dence was placed in the grade as a predictor of future teacher 
success, and the greater was the preference for the pass credit 
with written evaluation combination. No matter what response to 
estimation of grade distribution was chosen, pass credit with 
written evaluation was still preferred. 

Eleven teacher education institutions reported approximately 
4000 student teaching single letter grades for the years I967-I968, 
1968-1969, and 1969-1970, which produced a total distribution of 
approximately one-half A's, less than 5/^ C*s, with the remainder be- 
ing B*s* The k rep.'3rting ijistitutions awarding approximately 4000 
double letter grades for student teaching (the same 3 years) as- 
signed the double letter grade of B/B or higher to 4 out of 5 student 
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teachers, A wide variation in the distributions of student teach- 
ing letter grades at the I5 reporting institutions was noted. 

Conclusions 

Based on the sample responses fcr.;arded by 80,1/^ of the Iowa 
employing superintendents, on over 8000 of the approEximately 12,000 
student teaching letter grades awarded in Iowa in I967-I968, I968- 
1969 f and 1969-1970, and on information received frcm the 29 
teacher placement offices in Iowa, the following conclusions were 
reached: 

It The distribution of the student teaching letter grades 
awarded 1:^ the 29 Iowa teacher education institutions for the three 
year period mentioned is approxiraately ^^Cfj(^ A, 5056 B, 9^ C, IjS D or 
(This distribution was obtained by combining single and double 
X^;tter grades). The single letter grade distribution is e.bout 
^9^ A, 4655 B, 55^ The double letter grade distribution includes 
over 80^ B/B (or higher) double letter grades. Again only 5^ were 
double letter grades of C/C, 

2, More Iowa employing superintendents (3^.756) chose the 
response 305^ A, 603S B, C, 35S D, 2?2 F than any other ^.s ah esti- 
mation of the three year st\Kient teacher letter grade distribution. 
As a general statements, it can be said that the superintendents tend 
to underestimate the number of A's awarded, 

3, The Iowa employing superintendents attach a much greater 
predictive value for future teacher success to the typical reccxa- 
mendation they encounter than to the student teaching letter grade. 
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by approociraateily 7 to lo 

4» The Iowa employing superintendents prefer the pass /fail 
system with a written evaluation of the student teaching experi- 
ence to the present letter grade and recoflnraendation system by 
approocimately 2 to 1» 

5» There is a wide variation in the distribution of student 
teaching letter grades among Iowa teacher education institu- 
tions • In this sample of 15 institutions, the distrilnitions 
ranged from approximately 70^ A's, 28?^ B's, 2^ C's, to approxi- 
mately A's, B's, 55^ C's, 

6» The contents of beginning teacher credentials, as for- 
warded by the 29 Iowa teacher education institutions, furnish the 
employing school official with varying degrees of information con- 
cerning the applicant. Th**ee institutions forward recommendations 
and only r. summary (grouped by hours in a general subject area) 
of courses the applicant has completed, 19 institutions forwajrd 
recommendations and a listing of courses completed, while only 7 
institutions send recommendations, a listing of courses completed, 
and the letter grades received in those courseSt 

7» Tiie size of school enrollment apparently has little ef- 
fect on the preference of pass credit with a written evaluation 
over the letter grade and recommendation systemt However, officials 
in the smaller schools tend to have a scanewhat greater preference 
for pass credit with a writ't')n evaluation of the student teaching 
experience* 
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8, There is an increasing trend toward a pass/fail grade 
for student teaching in Iowa teacher education institutions • As 
of 1 May, 1970, 5 of the 29 institutions awarded a pass/fail iRArk 
for student teaching, which affected approodonately 1 out of every 
5 Iowa student teachers. Within two years, over half the student 
teachers in Iowa will receive a pass /fail grade for student teach- 
ing, if reported plans materialize, 

9* It can be said that as presently assigned, the "C" letter 
grade for student teaching in Iowa is tantamount to failure, 

10, Superintendents whose estimation of the student teaching 
grade distribution is closest to the actual distribution calcu- 
lated from tht> sample observed, have the greatest preference for 
pass /fail - appra3Ciinately 7 to 3» 

linplications 

During the course of the study, the writer became convinced 
that certain aspects of the findings had important implications 
for the teaching profession: 

1, This ctudy indicates that the distribution of student 
teaching letter grades in Iowa is such that little discrimljiation 
among teaching candidates is accomplished. In addition, only ? of 
the 29 Iowa teacher education institutions include the student 
teaching letter grade with the credentials forwarded to employing 
superintendents. Accordingly, the letter grade does not offer 
employing officials much assistance in selecting beginning 
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teachers. Furthermore^ this situation can even be said to have 
adverse effects on the profession of education. Vlhen a college or 
university student can anticipate that the professional semester in 
education will give him a chance to "raise his gradepoint by 
student teaching," there is no question tliat the claiji to profes- 
sionalism among teachers is damaged. Therefore, this writer sub- 
mits that the letter marks or grades awarded for the student teach- 
ing experience in Iowa, as presently assigned, have little (if any) 
demonstrated positi^re value, and in fact, a strong case can be 
made concerning their negative value. 

2 J Of all the activities and courses in a teacher's prepara- 
tory program^ the laboratory experience of student teaching seems 
to lend itself the least to quantitative measurement by a simple 
A, B or C. Boykin pointed out in the Thirty-Ninth yearbook of the 
Association for Student Teaching tliat "much of the material needed 
for evaluation requires the use of data which have not as yet been 
reduced to a quantitative basis." (Boykin, 21.) At this point in 
time, the writer submits that a coaiiprehensive qualitative written 
evaluation of strengths and weaknesses of a student teacher is 
a much more feasible evaluative device, at least until (and if) 
research on teacher effectiveriess can qiiantitatively describe de- 
grees of possession of certain talents, abilities, and traits 
existing among various proficiency levels of teachers. 

3. The fact that some teacher placement offices fonyard 
only a "summary" of courses ccxapleted by the student (e.g., "28 
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hours of history'*) with credentials further ccmplicates the em- 
ploying officials' efforts to choose a teacher for a particular 
position. It is this writer's opinion that it is no longer sufficient 
to merely request a "history teacher" or an "English teacher" - 
the type of history, and the type of English, must be included 
in the job descriptiong Therefore, the areas of academic concen- 
tration in the variour subjects must be known to tho employing 
superintendent. 

4, It was noted by the writer vAille tabulating the super- 
intendents' questionnaire responses that approocimately 105^ of the 
officials saw fit to write in ccffraaents such as, "I don't see 
recommendations as analytical as this very often" - " , , , some 
recommendations are so general that I don't know whether they're 
written concerning a junior hi^ teacher with a history major or 
an elementary teacher with a German major/* Although this was not 
a part of the study's objectives, the fact that this amount of 
unsolicited comments occurred would sugge ;t that a stidy sho^^ld be 
conducted to determine just what inf ormati; a is presented in a 
sample of recorair ^ndations. If indeed a number of recojnmendations 
are so general as to be of little use to employing officials, the 
reason for this may have been pinpointed by an American Association 
of Colleges for Teacher Education stud^* This work found that 
college supervisors in 121 teacher education institutions spent a 
median of ^#4 hours observing each student teacher (AACTE, 3l)# 
The question may arise as to whether this is enough time upon which 
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to base judgment of the student's teaching ability. Again p per- 
haps a study concerning the amomt of tiaie college supervisors in 
Iowa actually spend observing student teachers could be tinder- 
taken; possibly a correlation study between time spent with the 
student teacher, and a measure of the quality of the ensuing 
recommendation or evaluation, could be trndertaken* 
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APPENDIX A 

COVER LETTER SENT TO EACH SUPERINTENEEINT IN ICMk 



THE UNIVERSITY OF IOWA 



IOWA CITY, IOWA 52240 




College of Educaiion 



Dear 



There appears to be an Incraaslhg trend In higher education 
to grade coiorse work on a pass/fall basis. A few teacher education 
institutions are now giving a pass/fail grade accoiipanied by a 
written evaluation of the type enclosed for the student teaching 
experience, in lieu of a letter grade and recoTOmendation. Some 
investigations seem to indicate that the student teachers feel 
less pressure and operate more naturally in the classroom under 
this arrangement. 

I am a graduate student at the University of Iowa, working 
toward the Educational Specialist degree. Aa a degree requirement, 
I am conducting some research under Dr« John McAdam* Would you 
please take a few minutes to read the enclosed sample evaluation 
of a student teacher's performance, mentally compare it with 
typical recommendations you have seen, and answer the questions 
on the enclosed questionnaire? (Note that the questionnaire serves 
as its own pre-stamped inailer.) 

I assure you that any individual replies will be treated as 
strictly confidential, and that no reference will be made to any 
one school system. 

Thank you for your time* 



P.S. If you prefer to have the official in your system whose 

primary responsibility is the screening of applicants for 
teaching posit;ions complete the form, please feel free 
to do so. 



Sincerely, 



Tom Meskel 
University Schools 
Iowa City, Iowa 
522J4.0 




np» John E. He Adam 
director of Secondary Education 
University of Iowa 



APPENDIX B 

SAMPLE WRITTEN EVALUATION OF A STUEENT TEACHER 



Sample Written Evaluation 



Name; Robert (Jlbbet 

Degree: B,S, 

Major Area: Mathematics 

Evaluation of Overall Performance: Pass Credit 

Evaluation of Student Teaching Performance by Supervisor: 

Bob Gibbet was given as one assignment an advanced algebra class 
consisting of 22 boya and girls. These college-oriented students 
were predominantly children of parents in the professions, were from 
middle to upper middle-class homes, and wox»e approximately 90% white. 
Bob got along very well with these students, both in and out of 
class, and obviously enjoyed this teaching assignment. He knew his 
subject, matter well and did an acceptable Job of anticipating 
possible trouble areas for the students. His classes were Initially 
lecture-oriented, but he eventually became reasonably adept at 
handling discovery situations* He seemed to be well^versed in 
contemporary learning theory - in fact, he prepared a programmed 
instruction pamphlet on the operation. of the slide rule which was 
rather well done. 

Bob's other class consisted of 28 seventh grade boys and girls, 
mostly white lower middle class. He was not as successfxU. with 
this group. He initially experienced great difficulty in trying 
to come down to their level of Interest and comprehension - frankly, 
he never really accomplished this objective. In addition, he soon 
had a number of discipline problems on his hands, mainly because 
he would over-react to situations and make threats he couldn't 
carry out. 

Bob should become an excellent upper-^division, algebra and 
analysis teacher* He has average potential as a geometx*y teacher. 
Bob has been enco\iraged to round out hils mathematics background 
with a course in giBneral physics - and at leaet one course in 
statistics. He is not suited for Junior high classes, and by his 
own admission has no interest in this age group. 

Bob got along very we,ll with other teachers, volunteered to help 
chaporone several times, and in general seemed to identify with 
the senior high school setting. He was always punctual, responsible, 
and neatly dressed. Bob keeps up to date by reading professional 
Journals, and can intelligently contribute to discussions on 
education in general and mathematics education in particular. He 
is ambitious and willing to work. 

. With routine supervision and encouragement. Bob Gibbet can be 
a valuable asset to a senior high school. 



APPENDIX C 
SUPERINTENDENTS' QUESTIONNAIRE 



QUESTIOmiRB 

Questions l-l). as'e of a general nature. Queatlone $ and 6 
refer to the sample evaluation enclosed. 

1. Which line most nearly approximates your estimate of the distribution 
of elementary and secondary student teaching grades awarded over the 
past throe years by teacher education institutions in Iowa? 

lOi^ A, 20% B, C, Z0% D, \0% P 

303C A, 30^ B, 30^ C, D, 3^ F 

~ 30?S A, bO% B, ^%C, 3%I>, 2%F 

2j.?9S A, 50^ B, Iv^ C, 15< D 

^0% A, kS%^ B, kiO, 1%D ^ 

A, kO% B, C, 1^ D 



2. What is your opinion of the predictive value (for future teacher 
success) of the prade a person currently receives for his student 
teaching experience? 

a reliable predictor 

of some value as a predictor 

of little value as a predictor 

3. What is your opinion of the predictive value (for future teacher 
succesa) of the typical recoattnendation you have seen concerning an 
individual's student teaching experience? 

a reliable predictor 
of some value as a predictor 
of little value as a predictor 

In your opinion, which is more reliable as a predictor of future 
teacher success? 

the grade given for the student teaching experience 
the typicel recommendation given for the student teaching experience 



Suppose that a prospective teacher had been given a ''pass" grade for 
student teaching in lieu of a letter grade, and that a written evaluation 
of the type enclosed was received as part of the credentials. Please 
check the line(s) which depict your view(s): 

r would automatically eliminate this p3?0flpeptive teacher from 

further consideration. 



This pass credit and written evaluation combination is: 

more valuable than a letter grade and typical recownendation H ^u^^jj. 

as valuable as a letter grade and typical recommendation ' 
less valuable than a letter grade and typical recommendation- 



one 



more valuable thp.n a letter grade only 
as valuable as a letteir grade only 
less valuable than a letter grade only . 

6. Which best describes your opinion? 



check 
one 



I atrongly prefer the present grade and recommendation system 

^ 1 prefer the present grade and recommendation system 

I strongly prefer pass/fail credit and a written evaluation of 

the type enclosed 

I pri^fer pass/fail credit and a written evaluation of the type 

enclosed 
I have 'no preference. 

Please fold, staple, and mail. ' 



THANK YOU. position of person completing form 



APPENDIX D 

COVER LETTER SENT TO EACH IOWA TEACHER EDUCATION INSTITUTION 



THE UNIVERSITY OF IOWA 



IOWA CITY, IOWA 52240 




College of Education 



June 18, 1970 



Dear 



I am a graduate student at the University of lov:a, working 
toward the Educational Specialist degree in vSccondary Administration 
tmder Dr, John McAdam, As part of my research paper, I would like 
to ascertain the actual distribution of all elementary and secondary 
student teaching grades awarded by the twenty-nine teacher education 
institutions in Iowa for the years 1967-1968, 1968-1969, and 1969- 
1970, and compare this with the assumed ^'distribution held by the 
staters employing superintendents. 

I further intend to' determine the superintendents' opinions 
concerning the predictive value (for future teacher success) of the 
student teaching grade compared with the predictive value of the 
typical recommendation, and to ascertain their preference concerning 
the present letter grade and recommendation system compared with a 
pass/fail grade accompanied by a written evaluation of', the student 
teaching experience. (Enclosed is a copy of the material sent to 
each superintendent in Iowa, ) 

Could I ask for your cooperation? I would need a listing by 
years of the actual (elementary and secondary) grades awarded for 
the student teaching experience by your institution during the 
past three years** (A form is i.provided that you may wish to use.) 

I assure you that the grade distribution within any particular 
institution will not be published by itself, and that no attempt 
will be made to compare distributions. 

Please return, the enclosed form(s) in the stamped envelope 
provided. 

Thank you for your time. 



Sincerely t 



Tom Meskel 
University Schools 
Iowa City, Iowa 522^^-0 



ERIC 



7^+ 



APPENDIX E 

FORM USED FOR INSTITUTIONS TO REPORT MAMING STATUS 



ERIC 



Please check the appropriate blank{s>, record the requested 
Information, and return in the enclosed envelope. 

1. This institution will cooperate In your study. The elementary 

and secondary student teaching gradas (listed by year for 
1967-1968, 1968-1969, and 1969-1970) are listed on the 
enclosed form* 

2« This institution will not participate in your study. 

3« This institution has been on the pass/fail basis for student 

teaching since • We have graduated 

date 

student teachers in 1967-1968, in I968-I969, 

number number 

and in 1969-1970. 

number 

Number of "fails" issued: (67-68), _( 68-69), 

(69-70). 

Reception by employing superintendents has been: 

excellent; good; poor; unknown. 

^. This institution anticipates installir^ the pass/fail procedure 

for student teaching by • 

date 

5. We would like a summary of your findings. 

Comments: 



THANK YOU. Signed 
Tom Heskel 
University Schools 
Iwa City, Iowa 52240 

P.S. If you are aware of related research in this area, I would appreciate 
your mentioning the writings • 



APPENDIX F 

FORM USED FOR INSTITUTIONS TO REPORT GRATE DISTRIBUTIONS 



Grade reporting form you may wish to uae for reporting elementary 
and secondary student teaching grades. 





1967-1968 


1968-1969 


1969-1970 


No, 


of teachers 


No. of teachers 


Mo. of teachers 


Please comtjlete either Part I or Part II: 






Part I 


Numb€r(67-6e) 


Number (68-69) 


Number (69-70) 


(If 


A/A 


A/A 


A/A 


matched 


A/B 


A/B 


A/13 


pairs 


B/B 


B/B ^..^^^ 


B/B _ 


are 


B/C 


B/C 


B/C 


given 


c/c 


C/C 




as 


C/D 


C/D ■ , 


C/D 


grades) 


D/D 


D/D 


D/t) 




D/F 


D/P 


D/^f 




P/P 


F/P 


P/P 


Part II 


Number (67-68) 


NxuDber (68-69) 


Number( 69-70) 


(If 








A 


A 


A 


matched 


■•— 






pairs 


B 


B 


B 


are 










C 


c - 


C 


not 








usedi 


D 


• D 


D 


or are 










P 


P 


P 


not easy 









to record) 

Thank you for your cooperation. 



Tom Heskel 

University Schools; Iowa City, Iowa 522^^0 



APPENDIX G 
PUCEMENT OFFICES' QUESTIONNAIRE 



1 



THE UNIVERSITY OF IOWA 

(OWA CtTY, tOWA saifO 




To the Director: 

I am a graduate student at the University of Iowa, working 
toward the Educational Specialist degree in Secondary Admlniet^i^tlQR 
under Dr» John HcAdam. I am writing a x^search paper ias a degree 
requirement, and need some information oonoeming teobher credentials 
to oopiplete my study. Would you be kind enough take a few minutes 
to describe the content of the teacher cz*edential8 you forward to 
em^Xoying superintendents? 

1> This institution foxnrards recommendations* i and a listing 
of all course work, with grides, 

i • 

2. This institution does b2£ forward grades in coursesi but 

a list of courses taken, and recommendations*. 

J3# This institution only forwards recommendations*. 



J^. Other (please specify): 



• recommendations are normally seat, written by: 
number positions 



of persons writing recommendations (e.g., critic teacher, college 
supervisor of student teaching, subject area prof688:^r, etc.} 

Note that this questionnaire serves as its own pre-stamped 
mailer. . Please fold, staple, and mail. 

Thank you for your time. 

Sincerely, 



Tom Hesfcel 
University Schools 
Iowa City, lorn 522^^0 



